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Any exploration of the concept of “gentrification” should begin with the
first appearance of the very word itself. While it is derivative of course from
“gentry”, it was not until 1964 that this modification appeared. It was coined by
the sociologist Ruth Glass in her book, London: Aspects of Change.
One by one, many of the working-class quarters of London have
been invaded by the middle classes--upper and lower.  Shabby,
modest mews and cottages--two rooms up and two down--have
been taken over, when their leases have expired, and have become
elegant, expensive residences.  Larger Victorian houses,
downgraded in an earlier or recent period--which were used as
lodging houses or were otherwise in multiple occupation--have
been upgraded once again……Once this process of “gentrification”
starts in a district it goes on rapidly until all or most of the original
working-class occupiers are displaced and the whole social
character of the district is changed.
This first appellation of the word contains many of the elements that later
authors and researchers would address in their studies of this phenomenon.
Ideas such as displacement of people by those of a higher class or status, the
renovation of obsolete or declining residential dwellings, and the evolution of a
neighborhood’s characteristics as expressed through the people residing there—
these are all themes that permeate discussions of gentrification all the way
through to the present day.
It can be further implied from this first use of the word that the inventor
views this new phenomenon as a negative occurrence. The middle class is not
merely relocating to these areas of the city, they are invading them. They push
out the working-class residents until most if not all are finally forced to leave. I
do not think it is too much of a stretch to think that she believes the social2
character of the neighborhood to be worse off than before the “gentry” arrived.
Again, the negative connotation of the word is continued by later researchers.
However, in the last nearly forty years since the term was first used, many
other definitions and connotations have appeared. As with many other words
related to urban planning, such as “sprawl” and “smart growth” for example, the
term “gentrification” is mutable and elusive. To a very significant degree, each
author exploring this topic essentially creates his or her own definition of the
word. This fact in turn influences the perspective of the specific author into
either a positive or negative connotation. In many cases definitions pivot on the
ramifications of the primary down-side of gentrification—displacement of current
residents. Here is a selection of various interpretations of the word from the
academic literature:
  [Gentrification] will connote essentially private-capital-induced
development in formerly lower income areas that results in a pattern of
higher rents and land and house values. This pattern of rising rents and
property values displaces existing renters and owner-occupiers on fixed
incomes by making the area unaffordable. (Lang 1982)
  …in the US “gentrification” has been variously applied to middle-class
movement into deteriorating city areas, to housing rehabilitation or
commercial improvements there, and to residential succession of blacks
by whites. The common theme in these different usages is reversal in
dominant trends toward decline and downward filtering of areas and
housing stock. (Nelson 1988)3
  Postmodern society is nihilistic. There is a lack of reality, an emptiness,
but there is also too much reality. People are responding to realities they
cannot handle as much as they are to the absence of any single reality.
Gentrification can be interpreted as a response to nihilism. The response
is an attempt to create a reality of one’s own, stolen from past realities,
past cultures, in what becomes a recategorization of place. (Lees 1994)
  If one believes that gentrification is a panacea for inner-city
neighborhoods, than one argues for policies and programs that encourage
it, calling it reinvestment, revitalization, or rehabilitation. (Cordova 1991)
  The 1
st and more restrictive definition [of gent.] refers to the invasion and
succession of a neighborhood occupied by members of one social rank or
class by those of another and higher class…inclusive [implies] without the
necessity of residential succession or the displacement of lower-class
households…[which] allows for classification of areas as gentrified that
were previously vacant or in non-residential uses (e.g., so-called greyfield
sites such as industrial, warehousing and port lands). (Bourne 1993)
The evidence above highlights the multitude of definitions of
gentrification. This has led to a wide range of interpretation of what it actually is
and the explanations, theories, consequences, etc., of this phenomenon. As will
be discussed, some authors merely describe gentrification while others pose
elaborate theories to explain its occurrence.
A recent study by the Brookings Institution attempts to summarize the
causes of gentrification. These instigators will be explored further by authors
who proposed them later. This Brookings publication defines gentrification as,4
“the process by which higher income households displace lower income residents
of a neighborhood, changing the essential character and flavor of that
neighborhood”.
Rapid job growth in the central city is one factor that contributes to the
spread or rise of gentrification. As more and more people are employed in the
core of the city, more and more desire to live closer to work and reside in the
inner city adjacent to or near the downtown district. In addition, job growth in
the suburbs may contribute. These are the people who desire all the attractions
of urban living and make the reverse commute to their place of employment
during the day. Actually living in the suburbs near their jobs can be very
expensive and perhaps boring and mundane. (San Francisco is given as an
example of this aspect. I can attest to the validity from living there and noticing
many of my friends making the reverse commute from “The City”—as locals call
it—to their high-tech jobs south in Silicon Valley).
The tightness of the housing market is a corollary factor—“In many
regions with gentrifying neighborhoods, metropolitan housing prices are high,
housing is in short supply compared to job growth, and housing appropriate for
the needs of workers is not located near jobs”. The relative affordability of
housing in the inner city compared to the metropolis as a whole can be an
enticement to purchase a home there. This can also lead to housing speculation
whereby homes are renovated and sold at a much higher price.5
Consumer preference for urban living is prevalent in much of the
academic literature as an explanation for gentrification. Some people are seeking
“easy access to amenities, including vibrant culture and street life, ethnic and
racial diversity, distinctive and often historic architectural styles, and close
proximity to downtown entertainment and cultural venues”. In addition, these
types of people frequently do not have children (or at least not enrolled in public
schools) so the condition of the local schools is not necessarily important. They
may also be more immune to higher levels of crime found in the inner city.
Physical distance between home and work and the congestion often
accompanying the commute further contributes to gentrification. As an
increasing part of the day is spent traveling to and from the place of
employment, less time can be spent at home with the family or else spent on
more pleasurable, recreational activities outside the home. In a very real way the
physical dimension reduces the temporal and leads to a reduction in quality of
life. If one could walk or bike or take a short ride on public transit to work, this
could lead to more time to spend as one wished instead of commuting between
home and work.
Governmental policy can be another contributor. Cities use a variety of
measures to revitalize their depressed neighborhoods by attracting middle and
upper-class residents as well as offering incentives for current residents to
improve their homes. These include tax credits and tax abatements for new
home buyers and tax credits for historical preservation projects.6
The elimination of monolithic public housing projects may also indirectly
encourage the growth of gentrification. The federal HOPE VI program seeks to
replace the very dense public housing towers of the past with more human-
oriented development that includes a greater diversity of income of the
inhabitants and of a lesser density. Because many of these projects are located
near the central city, this gradual deconcentration of poverty may instigate
gentrification in nearby neighborhoods—although the significance of this has not
been fully studied.
Finally, the federal role in mortgage markets has contributed to the
diminishment of the practice of redlining certain areas which in turn may
stimulate gentrification. Cities also employ economic development tools that
revitalize parts of the city by the construction of attractive features such as
transportation and recreation facilities. These revitalized areas may attract those
of the gentrifier class.
All of these potential causes for the formation of gentrification hint at a
divide in the theories explaining its advent. According to Lyons (1996), “…two
major explanatory schools have emerged. On the one hand are explanations
which argue the primacy of structural change in bringing about gentrification. On
the other are explanations which argue the primacy of consumer choice and
household preferences”. While the overwhelming majority of authors I
discovered seem to favor the latter explanation, the structural side presents a
compelling argument as well.7
In similar articles, London, Lee & Lipton (1986) and Palen & London
(1984) present a broader framework for dividing the explanations of
gentrification as found in the academic literature. They can be categorized in 5-6





  Community Networks
  Social Movements
The demographic argument suggests explanation lies with both changes
in characteristics of the population and certain underlying processes as well. This
includes the result of the baby-boom generation with its increased need for
housing. Other demographic characteristics relate to the feminist movement of
the post-World War II environment. Some of these include the “ rising age at 1
st
marriage, improved contraceptive devices, declining fertility rates, later birth of
the 1
st child, increasing entry of both single married women into the labor force,
and the rising number of dual wage-earner families”. All of these aspects may
encourage women, and especially couples, to postpone having children until later
in their lives, perhaps after successfully embarking upon a career--thus
remaining in the inner city longer than prior generations which had children at an
earlier age and moved to the suburbs with its greener environment and better
schools.8
Gale’s (1985) summary of gentrification studies examines the
demographics of the in-movers in great detail. Gentrifiers generally are white,
between the ages of 25 to 45, and college educated. They are almost all
employed in the professional, technical, or managerial fields. Other authors
question this last point especially when referring to the first wave of gentrifiers.
Their explanations will be discussed further on in this paper. They are also
“primarily single individuals or couples without children. The presence of children
in gentrifier households tends to be the exception rather than the rule”. In
contrast to the at one time popular notion that gentrifiers represented a back-to-
the-city movement, Gale found that more than half had moved to their new
home from a location within the same city and that “less than 20% of gentrifiers
had moved in from the suburbs”.
Ecological explanations deal with the changing nature of the labor force
within large metropolitan areas. Macroeconomic processes have gradually led to
the decline and decentralization of manufacturing industry within the core,
central cities. This shift in economic production has been substituted with service
sector employment that dominates the US. The new “corporate city” has led to
the “dispersal of working-class residential areas on the one hand, and a
proliferation of corporate headquarters and employment opportunities in the
tertiary sector on the other”(London, Lee & Lipton 1986). The authors further
state that those cities with the most successful white-collar downtowns will be9
most likely to experience gentrification as they will be free from “residential
disamenities” common to industrial/manufacturing land uses.
Sociocultural factors relate to changing values, attitudes, ideas, choices
and beliefs regarding living in the central city. These directly challenge the
supposed anti-urban bias of Americans. Some gentrifiers are decidedly pro-urban
and choose to live in the city because of the amenities available. Allen (1984)
characterizes these people as “the trend-setters, the taste-makers, and perhaps
the harbringers of a wider social movement. They are formulating new
definitions of the acceptability and desirability of dense ‘traditional’ city living”.
He claims that among their motives is a desire to escape the sameness of the
suburbs and have it replaced with the complexity of the city—especially the
element of surprise. While it is generally agreed that most in-movers do not
migrate from the suburbs directly, it is not uncommon that they would have
grown up in the suburbs, gone to college in a centralized urban context, and
decided to remain within the core of the city.
Moving into a gentrifying area may be perceived as being in vogue or
chic: “The restoration of a home in the inner-city (often historic) area may be a
new way to express self-identity and symbolize material success”. They (London,
Lee & Lipton 1986)  also discuss the role of shifting values of architecture and
planning during the 1970s and 1980s. This transition from modernism to
postmodernism led to an increased appreciation for historic structures which
translated to greater aesthetic and economic value. The neighborhoods10
experiencing gentrification frequently contain homes that were built for the elite
of an earlier time. They are usually of a distinct and recognizable style
(frequently Victorian) and feature “hardwood woodwork, marble mantels, leaded
glass, brass fixtures, and other features of high quality”. Butler (1997) agrees
that this linkage with old buildings fills a “desire for social stability and historical
connections” but ultimately sees this in a negative perspective: “Consumption
and style become inextricably linked in a manner that is meant to indicate
individual taste but inevitably become part of mass consumption”.
The political-economic discussion is split between traditional economic
approaches and Marxist explanations. The first emphasizes the role of
competition and supply & demand to explain the efficiency of the housing
market. On the other hand, Marxist interpretations are “concerned with
intergroup power relationships and the uneven costs and benefits of
neighborhood change” (London, Lee & Lipton 1986).
Both the community network and social movements approach are much
more vague in explaining gentrification. The former relates to certain
technological shifts in transportation and communication that has gone a long
way in replacing the bonds formed between people living on the same block or in
the same neighborhood. People do not feel like their primary social network has
to be filled by the residents in the area immediately surrounding their home.
Thus, moving into unfamiliar territory has become somewhat common and
expected, especially in professional circles. Social movements relate to the11
competition for inner-city space. Gentrifiers sometimes feel bonded together in
their quest for a home in the inner-city. This may be especially acute in
situations whereby the in-movers share other similarities. For instance, they may
also be members of the gay & lesbian community which may heighten their
desire to carve out a niche for themselves in a sometimes hostile society at
large.
Several researchers describe gentrification in terms of a process or stages.
These may be loosely definable phases or waves or something more
indeterminate. Beauregard (1996) for example believes that the unfolding of
gentrification cannot be explained by one process. The factors involved in
gentrification are too complex and intertwined to allow for a simple explanation:
Gentrification, then, does not unfold as a single process. In
different neighborhoods, even within a single city, the process
involves different actors, and proceeds with varying consequences.
Moreover, it is not a process which, once started, continues until
the neighborhood is totally gentrified.
This is a “chaotic concept” that encompasses varied and diverse processes. Each
instance of gentrification affects its surroundings in ways that cannot be spelled
out in one compact theory. In his study of three Philadelphia neighborhoods that
underwent some form of gentrification, he discovered a range of factors that
shaped each one differently. These included “various investors, market
conditions, and opposition groups…also changing perceptions of the
developmental potential of these neighborhoods”. In addition, behavior of the
actors involved were guided by the historical settings of each neighborhood.12
He agrees with many of the demographic factors cited previously that
explain the advent of gentrification. Taking the aspect of male/female relations a
step further, he suggests that the postponement of marriage creates conflict
between land use in an urban and suburban context. Basically, this
postponement creates the need for spaces in which new college graduates can
meet to interact with members of the opposite sex in eventual hope of finding a
partner. This “clustering of entertainment centers” becomes problematic in the
suburbs due to restrictive zoning patterns.
The gentrifiers will cluster in certain neighborhoods which will bring about
an increase in property values and stabilization of middle-class territory.
Bearegard seems to view these gentrifiers somewhat negatively due to their
desire to retain their economic status. He describes their desires for home
ownership in gentrifying neighborhoods as “acquisition of commodities for public
display”. Perhaps he is referring to other goods they may own, such as luxury
cars, but it seems that anyone who purchases a home anywhere is displaying
their status in the public realm.
Kerstein (1990) is a proponent of the stage theory to explain the process
of gentrification. His model examines the characteristics of the gentrifiers, or in-
movers and how certain groups change over time as a neighborhood evolves.
The foundation for his explanation lies with the in-movers’ perceptions of and
attitudes towards the concept of risk.13
The first stage of the process concerns those people who are risk-
oblivious. These are what the press sometimes refers to as the “urban pioneers”
in an obvious allusion to the frontier of the American West. According to
Kerstein, they are not primarily concerned with their financial investment nor are
they particularly worried about their personal safety. Frequently they are in the
arts community and may be looking for a cheaper place to live but with certain
architectural and design features that they find appealing. These early in-movers
may also be attracted to the historical significance of the neighborhood and
perhaps the diversity of the population that currently resides there.
Not much is revealed about the second stage of in-movers, the risk-prone,
except that they form the transition between the first and third stage, the risk-
averse. This final group only arrives after many other professional and
managerial type in-movers have located in the neighborhood and have renovated
their homes to a large degree. These risk-averse in-movers usually are wealthier
than the first two waves and have higher levels of education. They are more
likely to have children as well.
The final stage of gentrification reveals goals among the in-movers that
were not as prevalent in the earlier stages. Though they are likewise attracted to
architectural details of the homes they are purchasing and the historical
background of the neighborhood, they also view their new home in a more
practical manner. Not only are the homes they rehabilitate just a dwelling—they
are also a financial investment. The risk-averse are more supportive of new14
condominiums and boutiques that may represent a great change to the original
residents. They may fear that the character of the neighborhood is changing in
ways that they did not anticipate nor desire. Likewise, the new residents tend to
resist such land uses that alter their perception of how they envision the
neighborhood in the future. Features like halfway houses and subsidized housing
projects are discouraged because of the perception they bring to the
neighborhood as well as lowering property values. Finally, the later in-movers are
also more concerned with public services than the first gentrifiers. They want
increased police protection, maintained sidewalks, and improved parks to
highlight a few of their interests. They are also more inclined to demand these
municipal services from the local elected officials. The following quote
summarizes how Kerstein perceives this last wave of in-movers to a gentrifying
neighborhood:
They want the ‘suburbanization’ of their neighborhoods regarding
the character of the population, the convenience of living close to
their jobs, and, perhaps cultural facilities, and they want to live in a
neighborhood that is architecturally more interesting than most
suburban subdivisions. Significantly, their goal is to accomplish all
this while realizing a reasonable return on their housing
investment.
Berry (1985) presents another 3-stage theory to explain the story of
gentrification. His summary of the causes are similar to those presented before.
They include such factors as proximity to place of employment for white-collar
and professional workers, the aesthetics of Victorian-era homes, as well as the15
presence of rehabilitation taking place in other buildings that are not primarily for
residential purposes. Other issues include social and lifestyle aspects such as the
proximity to cultural opportunities of the central city.
The first stage in his classification describes the gentrifiers as being few in
number—many of which are of the artistic persuasion. They tend to move in and
rehabilitate vacant units which translates to little displacement of the current
residents and concurrently, little resentment that new people are moving into
their neighborhood. In many cases they, the in-movers, desire to live in an
ethnically mixed area and want to restore older homes using their design
backgrounds. Usually they do this relying upon their own “sweat equity” and only
2-3 blocks are involved in this initial stage.
In the second stage the boundaries of the area experiencing gentrification
begin to expand. The vacant housing opportunities disappear and low-level
displacement starts—leading to the first instances of conflict between the
gentrifiers and the current residents. The in-movers are now upper-middle
income and professional/managerial types who typically are not as accepting or
tolerant of class and cultural differences. Realtors may also begin subtle
advertising campaigns that attempt to promote the area as an up-and-coming
neighborhood. Finally, the media begins to pay attention as well to the changes
taking place and the local television stations and newspapers may bring the story
to those who were unaware of the neighborhood.16
This media attention increases during the last stage and local government
begins to notice as well. Physical improvement is now visible, developers begin
large-scale renovation, and prices begin to escalate. Displacement is reaching its
peak as rental units are converted to condominiums. Lenders get more involved
and “the area is ‘greenlined’ by financial institutions, and investment and home
improvement capital becomes more readily available”.
Berry claims the gentrification process runs counter to the prevailing trend
of housing phases. The usual process is described as “filtering”. This takes place
as households climb the socioeconomic ladder and purchase larger and more
expansive homes. The older housing thus is transferred to a household lower
down the scale. Because new housing historically was constructed in rings
around the core city, this filtering process takes place from the periphery to the
inner city. Gentrification seems to reverse this practice as in-movers recognize
the historical value of house and neighborhood and believe they can be restored
to their former states of existence.
This idea seems to run counter to the existing models of residential
location theory. Phe (2000) describes three main theories used to describe
housing location choices: “travel-cost minimization; the travel-cost/housing-cost
trade-off; and maximum housing expenditure,” with the second model being the
most frequently citied in the academic literature. He makes the case that a
different explanation can be used to explain gentrification in inner city areas.
This housing status/dwelling quality relationship is a trade-off between a “desired17
housing status and a socially acceptable level of dwelling quality. The trade-off,
thus is essentially social, rather than economic, although the house price plays
an important role: it represents the socially perceived degree of desirability”.
Housing status is defined as the desirability of housing in a particular locality and
dwelling quality as the physical characteristics of the house.
Smith (1986,1996) presents an explanation for gentrification that is quite
different from those discussed so far. His view of this phenomenon is based on
structural changes in the economies of certain areas in large cities. This view is
also very much a part of the Marxist interpretation of the relationship between
land use and capital. Instead of emphasizing the role of consumer preferences
and residential land use choices as the previous authors have done, he claims
that the essence of the gentrification process is determined by capital flows into
and out of the urban setting. The quote below summarizes his beliefs.
To explain gentrification according to the gentrifier’s preferences
alone, while ignoring the role of builders, developers, landlords,
mortgage lenders, government agencies, real estate agents—
gentrifiers as producers—is excessively narrow. A broader theory of
gentrification must take the role of the producers as well as the
consumers into account, and when this is done it appears that the
needs of production—in particular the need to earn profit—are a
more decisive initiative behind gentrification than consumer
preference.
At the heart of this explanation is the story of how capital enters and exits
the inner city historically, through the actions of the producers of capital
mentioned above. The primary components of this process relate to the concepts
of land value and property value. Smith believes that a rent gap can explain the18
differences between the two and eventually can be used to explain the advent of
gentrification in certain areas: “The rent gap is the disparity between the
potential ground rent level and the actual rent capitalized under the present land
use”.
At some point this gap reaches a point at which developers begin to pay
attention. They are able to purchase buildings in these areas at a much reduced
price and because of this fact, pay for the rehabilitation and then sell them while
earning a profit on the entire transaction.
Smith cites the previous work of Homer Hoyt as evidence of this rent gap.
Hoyt studied the historical land use values of Chicago in 1933 and came up with
the following graph.






























While land value declines the further it reaches from the city center in the years
1873 and 1892, the year 1928 reveals quite a different pattern. The severe dip
or valley in the 1928 line is evidence for Smith of the rent gap as manifested in
the inner city areas between the central business district and the expanding
suburbs:
Gentrification is a structural product of the land and housing
markets. Capital flows where the rate of return is highest, and the
movement of capital to the suburbs, along with the continual
devalorization of inner-city capital, eventually produces the rent
gap. When this gap grows sufficiently large, rehabilitation (or, for
that matter, redevelopment) can begin to challenge the rates of
return available elsewhere, and capital flows back in. Gentrification
is a back-to-the-city movement all alright, but a back-to-the-city
movement by capital rather than people.
Finally, Smith believes this “land value valley” first noticed by Hoyt may be
shifting due to the effects of gentrification. As the land in the inner city near the
central business district becomes increasingly valuable, the land just slightly
further out will experience the first wave of disinvestments. This leads residents
of these older, inner-ring suburbs to complain that they are now facing problems
typically experienced in the inner city.20
Of all the consequences of gentrification, easily the most negative is that
of displacement. Many of the other consequences may have negative effects on
the current residents of a gentrifying area but there may also be positive
elements as well. Besides the displacement impact, other consequences are not
as easily definable as being good or bad for a community. This is partially due to
the fact that many different types of people are involved. Many authors
discussed the phenomenon of gentrification as occurring in stages or phases.
This also plays a role in the impact of gentrification on a neighborhood and its
residents. What may be perceived as positive in the beginning stages may
become unwanted as the pace of gentrification increases.



























Gale (1985) defines displacement as the situation that “occurs when
incumbent households are forced to vacate their homes because of eviction (for
no fault of their own), lease termination, sharply escalating rents, expensive
property tax-increases, or building code citations”. Those affected by
displacement come from a wide range of backgrounds. They are predominantly
renters and frequently elderly or transient. They usually are marginally employed
or unemployed and many times they are single. Frequently they are low- or very-
low income, blue-collar minority members of society that may be illegal
immigrants and/or speak poor or no English.
They reside in housing that gentrifiers desire and “also lack the political
and economic resources to fight gentrification and displacement forces from the
government, landlords, and the gentry” (Beauregard 1986). The resurgence of
the central city as a service employment sector has left these displaced residents
without manufacturing jobs and with low-paying clerical employment.
Cities with soft housing markets many times are able to lessen the
breadth of displacement or prevent it from happening at all. This happens due to
the fact that the city has a lot of vacant land and abandoned shells of buildings
available for purchase. Because displacees are usually tied to local support
institutions such as health care facilities, places of worship, family and friends,
etc., when they are forced to move, frequently they move into areas adjacent to
or near their former neighborhood. While it can be argued that no one likes to be
forced from their home for whatever reason, Gale claims that “the myriad studies22
of post-displacement conditions seem then to indicate that on the whole
displaced households, although likely to experience widely varying cost
increases, tend to maintain or raise satisfaction levels”. However, the lower-
income households tend to be disproportionately affected by increases in rent.
While renters in gentrifying neighborhoods typically experience the
negative effects of neighborhood change, existing homeowners may view their
situation as improved. This is primarily due to increasing property values that
enables owners essentially two choices regarding the future of their property.
One, they can sell their home or business establishment usually with increased
profit or two, stay and use their new equity to improve their property. These
choices can lead though to division among the current residents over the issue of
sell or stay. Those that want to leave may feel pressure from those staying
because they fear the neighborhood social network will decline and eventually be
replaced by outsiders. On the other hand, those that choose to sell their homes
and move out of the neighborhood may improve their financial situation over the
long run.
Cities depend on taxes and expanding the tax base is crucial to many
cities especially with the declining level of federal support over the past couple
decades. The increase in property taxes that are afforded by higher income
taxpayers increase the coffers of cities which can be used for better public
services and continued efforts at revitalization.23
As wealthier gentrifiers move into a neighborhood, the income mix of the
residents increases along with a concurrent deconcentration of poverty. Many
researchers have concluded that overall, these effects are positive.
The bulk of the empirical evidence conducted to date suggests that
neighborhoods matter. Various neighborhood conditions appear to
significantly affect a wide range of individual outcomes at every
state in a person’s life and across social and economic dimensions.
High poverty rates, the absence of affluent or well-educated
neighbors, high unemployment, high rates of welfare recipiency
and the absence of two-parent families have all been found to play
a role in one or more important outcomes for families and children.
However, although the effects of neighborhood environment are
found to be significant, they are consistently much smaller than the
effects of family characteristics. (Turner & Ellen)
Other consequences of gentrification include a changing street flavor and
cultural fabric. Some positive aspects of these changes include wealthier
residents with greater supplies of disposable income that may be spent at local
commercial establishments and on products and services based within the
neighborhood. It may also allow new businesses to open and take advantage of
the positive market conditions. Again, these changes have mixed results
depending on who you are. New residents and existing may appreciate the
thriving commercial situation but many times they are seeking different kinds of
businesses to support. While gentrifiers may prefer boutiques, hot restaurants,
and swanky bars, local citizens fear the loss of corner stores and ethnic specialty
stores.
The “feel” of a neighborhood is a difficult thing to put a finger on and any
changes can be met with hostility or acceptance. It is quite ironic that the very24
same local ethnic businesses that may serve as attractions to a neighborhood for
gentrifiers may be susceptible to elimination as rents and property taxes rise.
Many times these are replaced by national franchises that the gentrifiers are
attempting to escape—Starbucks being a prime example. On the other side of
the equation, local residents may not mind losing a couple corner stores or
rundown bars if they are replaced by legitimate enterprises such as a larger
grocery store. Some gentrifiers revile the corporate expansion of national chains
into their new neighborhoods while some existing residents view their entry as a
positive sign that their neighborhood is part of the larger society and has not
been rejected and relegated to a permanent state of decline.
Community leadership positions and institutions also face changes as new
residents become part of the neighborhood social scene. These may affect the
composition of the neighborhood power structure as the more educated and
wealthier in-movers take over from long-time incumbents. Leadership in religious
councils and other social support networks may also experience a shift in
personnel. Sometimes the existing residents welcome the energy and ability of
these new leaders and especially their ability to bring improvements to the public
services being offered in the neighborhood. However, this is not always the case
as existing residents may feel these new gentrifiers are intruding upon their
neighborhood with no experience and with no historical perspective.
Ethnicity continues to be problematic at all levels of society in the US and
the neighborhood level may also see turmoil due to forces of gentrification. Many25
of these neighborhoods have large percentages of African-American and Latino
populations that are uncomfortable with the sudden influx of white, wealthy in-
movers. Although some people view this as a kind of white-flight in reverse, less
affluent minority residents frequently see this as yet another chapter in the long
story of racism and oppression in America. Once again the whites are claiming
land and property and power to the detriment of those who cannot afford to stay
and continue to live in their traditional neighborhood.
 Certain characteristics of the gentrifiers also influence the role of one of
the most important institutions in any neighborhood—schools. Frequently these
in-movers come to the neighborhood with no children and therefore are not as
concerned with the quality of local public schools. Even if they do have children
they may enroll them in private or parochial schools which does little to affect
the quality of education for those attending public institutions.
Another consequence of gentrification concerns the perception of the
neighborhood from people outside. The value generally tends to rise as changes
become more evident through rehabilitated housing, revitalized commercial
areas, and increasing property values. This can create a ripple effect whereby
surrounding neighborhoods within several blocks may begin to experience similar
positive effects—“Gentrification may allow previously unrecognized value in a
neighborhood—quality housing stock, accessibility and proximity to downtown
and/or other attractive neighborhoods—to be realized” (Kennedy & Leonard
2001).26
While many of the consequences of gentrification are undoubtedly
positive, there are negative effects that can be mitigated. Lessening the harmful
phenomenon of displacement is of the greatest concern. Governmental entities
and city planners functioning within them have important roles to play in easing
the negative aspects of gentrification. Planners have an ethical responsibility to
all the citizens within a community and must balance the needs and desires of
both the gentrifier households and the existing residents:
Whether planners should encourage or discourage gentrification
depends on their professional values and the values of the
communities they serve. If policies to promote gentrification are to
be pursued, then it is of vital importance that anti-displacement
strategies also be considered. The revitalization of neighborhoods
may offer many advantages to a city, but the welfare of existing
residents must not be sacrificed in the process. (Griffith 1996)
Spain (in Griffith) makes the argument that planners should be aware of
the factors that attract gentrifiers to central city locations. If encouragement of
gentrification is desired, knowledge of these attractions will assist them in
developing these amenities as opposed to merely reacting to population loss and
deteriorating infrastructure. There are many methods available to planners to
attract gentrifiers if that is the goal. These include “enhancing neighborhood
character and encouraging conveniently located employment opportunities” as
well as the inclusion of transit stops/connections, “neighborhood amenities”, and
quality public schools within these chosen neighborhoods. Of course the planner
may be quite limited in his or her ability to bring these changes to fruition.
Furthermore, planners should be cognizant that every neighborhood is different27
and the effects and magnitude of gentrification will be similarly varied. Griffith
succinctly states the problem as such: “Planners should…try to determine
whether the increase in property taxes and other revenues generated from
gentrification will be greater than the cost of potential infrastructure and
neighborhood improvements requested by the gentrifiers in addition to the
increased social service costs resulting from displacement”.
Other steps can be taken by governmental entities to mitigate the effects
of gentrification. Kennedy and Leonard (2001) list ten general steps that can
guide authorities and other relevant parties when faced with the issue of
gentrification.
  Knowing the context, and the growth dynamics in the city and region to
determine the extent to which gentrification is a reality, a near possibility,
or an unlikely occurrence
  Increasing regional, city and community understanding of the dynamics of
gentrification, and conducting analyses that can anticipate pressures
  Getting organized, again at the regional, city and community levels
  Developing a unified vision and plan (e.g., for jobs/housing balance at the
regional level, for economic and housing needs and opportunities for
residents at the city level, and for neighborhood stability and viability at
the local level)
  Implementing regulatory and policy fixes at the regional, city and
community levels, as appropriate
  Gaining control of public and private property assets that can be taken out
of the market and used to provide affordable housing and office space for
neighborhood residents and service providers
  Improving resident understanding of legal rights, and home-buying and
selling strategies28
  Improving public education at the local and citywide levels
  Preparing parties to negotiate for more equitable development in the
midst of gentrification
  Creating forums to resolve conflicts and to re-knit the community
A wide range of specific programs and policies are available to authorities
from the federal level down to local cities to mitigate the effects of displacement
caused by gentrification. The University of Illinois-Chicago has performed a
comprehensive examination of these strategies in a paper titled, “Development
Without Displacement”. These include the following federal initiatives:
  One-for-One Replacement: A federal mandate that aims to replace every
subsidized housing unit that is destroyed with a replacement
  Section 8: Rental assistance given to  households displaced as a result of
development funded by the federal government or by reorganization of a
public housing authority
  Housing Tax Credits: Used to rehabilitate or build low income housing
  Low Income Housing Preservation Act of 1995: “provides for the
maintenance of existing affordable units which, if not preserved, could
mean a significant displacement of people unable to afford the increased
rents of these units without federal subsidies”.
Other measures relate to possible actions undertaken by community and
non-profit groups. For example, community land trusts and banks are able to
preserve land for use by residents by taking it off the market. In similar fashion,
community development corporations use a land banking strategy by purchasing
housing and property to maintain them as affordable housing. Lease-purchase
home ownership agreements allow for non-profits to purchase a deteriorating29
home, rehabilitate the structure, and then lease them at an affordable rate. The
household is also given the first option to purchase after a certain amount of
time.
Recent interpretation of gentrification and its implications is significant on
an international scale as well, which includes policies of The Netherlands and the
city of Groningen. Lees (2003) makes the argument that the definition of
gentrification has expanded in the past decade and the traditional forms of
description are no longer relevant. For example, frequently in urban revitalization
projects there may be no direct displacement of residents due to the fact that
there are “no preexisting residential populations to displace in warehouse
conversions, or new-build apartments on brownfield sites. However, this does
not mean that displacement in nearby communities will not occur. There are
bound to be spatial spillover effects”. Some authors tend to gloss over the
secondary ramifications of brownfields and similar redevelopment, according to
Lees, and use the term “reurbanisation” in place of gentrification.
Another aspect of gentrification has been the evolution of the process and
the role of the players involved in the process: “Whereas the key actors in
Glass’s story [original definition of gentrification--p.1] were assumed to be
middle- and upper-middle class immigrants to a neighborhood, the agents of
urban regeneration thirty-five years later are governmental, corporate, or
corporate-governmental partnerships” (Smith 2002). It is now government
sponsorship of revitalization efforts in the central city via such processes as30
brownfields redevelopment that defines this new gentrification. The scale of
these efforts by individual cities, frequently with some amount of federal funding,
is much more expansive than the traditional level of block-by-block gentrification
discussed earlier. The reclaiming of the CiBoGa complex in Groningen is an
example of what Smith defines as the latest manifestation of gentrification
(which he calls the third-wave).
Third-wave gentrification has evolved into a vehicle for
transforming whole areas into new landscape complexes that
pioneer a comprehensive class-inflected urban remake. These new
landscape complexes now integrate housing with shopping,
restaurants, cultural facilities, open space, employment
opportunities—whole complexes of recreation, consumption,
production, and pleasure, as well as residence.
Brownfields have been defined by the US Environmental Protection
Agency as “abandoned, idled, or under-used industrial land and commercial
facilities where expansion or redevelopment is complicated by real or perceived
environmental contamination”. The reuse of such lands is obviously important in
a country such as The Netherlands because of its extremely high population
density and its struggles with water. Land is in short supply so reinvigorating
damaged or degraded properties is an essential component of Dutch land use
policy. These types of developments not only take advantage of existing
infrastructure—they can also cleanup environmental pollution, remove
neighborhood eyesores, create jobs, and provide housing and business
opportunities.31
The history of brownfields legislation in The Netherlands really begins in
the early 1980’s. Due to the discovery of polluted soil in several urban areas, the
government passed the Soil Cleanup Interim Act in 1983. This act initiated
national soil testing and classified contaminated areas according to three levels.
A-level was considered clean with contaminants at or below background levels;
B: required additional investigation (some contamination suspected); and C:
required complete cleanup (some contamination present). The degree of cleanup
varied under the A and B levels depending on the land use while C always
required the entire site to be cleaned.
This act was revised in both 1987 and in 1995 with the Soil Protection Act.
Now cleanup is connected with future land use at all levels. The C-level has been
revised to include an intermediary level that does not require full remediation.
These revised standards were developed to encompass maximum permissible
risk levels based on the land use of the site. The party responsible for the
damage is liable for costs of cleanup following the polluter pays principle.
In 1985 the scope of cleanup was expanded in the Urban & Rural
Regeneration Act. It was in this act that the concept of urban renewal entered
the scene which was defined as “The systematic effort in the field of planning
and building as well as of the social, economic, cultural and environmental
standards of living in order to preserve, repair, improve, restructure or clear
built-up areas within municipalities” (Priemus 1992). This act was focused on
improving urban areas built before 1970.  Funds for these measures are32
distributed to provinces and municipalities via an Urban Renewal Fund
(BELSTATO), Intrafunds of the Ministry of Transport, Public Works &
Management, and through VINEX covenants.
The 1990’s saw the expansion of this policy by “going beyond simply
modifying the housing stock and the immediate (living) surroundings by involving
infrastructure, green spaces, economic activities and other neighborhood
facilities” (VROM 2002).  This period also witnessed adherence to the compact
city philosophy by locating new residential, employment, and recreational
development in or near large cities.
Further expansion of these programs began in 2000 with the introduction
of the Urban Regeneration Investment Budget.  This was an attempt to improve
the residential quality of the urban areas and halt the flight of higher-income
citizens to areas outside the cities.  The measures include “demolition of old
buildings and the construction of new ones, redevelopment of districts,
improvement of public spaces, creation of parks and green areas, and of space
for economic activity” (VROM 2002). Cities qualify for funding after submitting
long-term investment plans and the central government then determines
whether these plans will improve the quality of housing.
A final measure included in the 2000 legislation was the Urban
Regeneration Innovation Programme. This is used to assist in redevelopment
projects where no standard solution exists. This program thus rewards creative33
ideas and practices for projects that may otherwise experience significant delays
in the cleanup and regeneration process.
The CiBoGa project in Groningen offers a glimpse into a current
brownfields redevelopment scenario. CiBoGa is part of a national program known
as “Stad en Milieu,” or “City and Environment”. This initiative was begun in 1997
as an experimental program that seeks creative solutions to inner city
redevelopment problems. These area-specific plans address sites that frequently
have some level of environmental degradation or contamination (brownfields):
“The goal is to seek creative solutions in conflicts between environmental
protection and urban regeneration” (Stad en Milieu-VROM). Currently the CiBoGa
site in Groningen is one of twenty-five municipalities participating in this
program.
The essential aspiration of these projects is the enhancement of quality of
life issues, such as reduction of harmful environmental factors, open space
planning, housing quality, safety, and employment opportunities, etc., while
making efficient use of inner city land at the same time. Stad en Milieu has a
three-step process: First, all the stakeholders are brought together to examine
the problem area in great detail; second, solutions are sought within the context
of current environmental and planning laws; and third, there is an escape clause
for municipalities that allows them to step outside current laws to address the
problem site via offsetting benefits granted to local residents that may be
affected. This has happened only twice among the twenty-five projects. The Stad34
en Milieu initiative is scheduled to end as an experimental phase in January,
2004. However, Parliament recently judged it such a success that it has been
requested to be written into formal law.
The CiBoGa site consists of three areas: Circus, Boden and the Gasworks,
hence the name. Various pieces of this land were either vacant, a parking lot, or
the remnants of the former gasworks which had been there since 1853. The site
is extremely contaminated chiefly as a result of the gasworks operation.
Much of the area had been blighted for decades and the surrounding
neighborhood had long desired to redevelop this site. This area also remained
the last major inner city area in which housing could be constructed to meet the
VINEX targets for new housing in Groningen.  Under VINEX, Groningen is obliged
to increase housing and the city also desired to locate 40% of the number of
homes within the existing city boundaries. CiBoGa offered an excellent
opportunity to satisfy these requirements.
A wide variety of funding sources were tapped to initiate the
redevelopment process. These included funds from the Soil Protection Act,
provincial contributions, subsidies from the above-ground development of the
site, and money from the city itself.  Groningen also was able to creatively
finance a portion of the costs: “By recalculating on present prices and by means
of ingenious planning which integrated the soil remediation work and preparatory
sitework prior to construction, the CiBoGa team was able, in consultation with
the provincial soil remediation team, to reduce overall cleanup costs” (Zandvoort35
29). Private developers will also contribute by accepting a higher land price due
to this arrangement.
Plans for the development involved the entire surrounding community. An
“open planning procedure” was created to involve local residents as well as
business interests. A structured forum was offered as a means of constructive
contribution to the planning process. These panels allowed all interested parties
the opportunity to work with professionals in the forging of an acceptable plan.
The Dutch central government also participated via its “Quality On Site” initiative.
The CiBoGa site is an excellent example of how brownfields
redevelopment can benefit a city such as Groningen and its inhabitants in many
significant ways. Two documents/programs of the city highlight policies and
goals desired by the city that are fulfilled by the CiBoGa project. Both the
“Binnenstad Beter,” a “Better Inner City,” and “De Stad van Straks Extra,
Groningen in 2010: Ontwikkelingsprogramma voor stedelijke vernieuwing,” or
“City of the Future: Development Program for City Renewal,” emphasize such
concepts as improved public transit, underground car parks, and safety concerns.
The inner city must be an attractive place for shoppers and workers as well as
the people who live there. In other words, a wide variety of activities should be
offered to both casual visitor and daily resident. Another goal is to make the
inner city space larger—but in terms of functionality, not physically. CiBoGa
extends the presence of the inner city as a mixed use center adjacent to the
Grote Markt but does not, for instance, restrict streets to bikes and pedestrians. 36
Because it is located in the central city, it is very close to the main
destinations of Groningen—both cultural and economic. It is surrounded by
residential neighborhoods and in close proximity to the major sources of
employment in Groningen: the city center, the University Hospital, and
Groningen University.
The potential for new housing under the VINEX covenants as mentioned
previously, will also encourage pedestrian-oriented development due to the site’s
close proximity to the city center. This in turn assists the city in meeting its goal
of reducing automobile usage in the city—particularly commuter traffic. Public
transportation access is also excellent at this location.
Specific elements of the redevelopment plan include construction of 900
homes, 1300 underground parking spaces (500 for residential), two
supermarkets, 6000m
2 of large scale retail, and reservation of 50,000m
2 for
offices and commercial uses. In other words, this will be an excellent example of
a mixed use development that will preserve and reuse urbanized land instead of
developing greenfield land on the fringes of the city. The existing urban fabric of






In analyzing the CiBoGa case study as well as another example, the
Westergasfabriek site in Amsterdam, several aspects were brought to light that
enabled these projects to succeed. It is safe to assume that future brownfields
redevelopment projects in The Netherlands should also follow these guidelines.
In addition, these policies are comparable to United States findings regarding
what makes a project like CiBoGa work.
Both countries heavily emphasized the importance of individual leadership
by a project manager/leader. Projects of this type usually involve participants
from varied backgrounds—with differing viewpoints about what should happen
on the site.  These interests range from neighborhood activists to local political
leaders to bankers to central government figures. In order to balance and sort
out all of these potentially conflicting parties, a strong central leader is crucial to
keep the project moving and on track and not get bogged down in minute
details.
A strong local governmental participation is also necessary. While
government may play a larger role in Dutch redevelopment issues, in the US the
local officials play a vital role in finding interested buyers and helping them
acquire these properties.  Building alliances with all local officials involved is
advisable policy as well. US researchers mention the need for strong
public/private partnerships as often vital for obtaining funding sources.
Another key element in a successful project involves the level of
community participation. This involves an expansive and inclusive process39
whereby people that actually live and work near the affected area are consulted
throughout the process.  This public relations effort should begin early in the
game and should seek to build relationships and establish trust among these
citizens. After all, they not only will be living with whatever plan is completed,
they can be severe obstacles if their opinions are not factored into the process.
Finally, both the literature from both countries stress the importance of
establishing a “vision” for the development. This should incorporate not only
what is to occur on the specific site itself, but also its larger position within the
municipality. The local neighborhood interests are important of course, but at the
same time they should be placed in the proper context of the entire urban,
municipal area.  There should be a larger vision for the future growth of the
whole community in which this redevelopment serves as part of that vision.4041
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